
The Coastal Erosion Task Force 
A Report to the Governor 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Prepared by: 
Members of the Coastal Erosion Task Force 
 
Sponsored by: 
The Department of Community, Trade & Economic Development 
 
Funded by: 
The Department of Ecology 

 
 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 

            EXECUTIVE SUMMARY__________________________________________3 

I.      INTRODUCTION ________________________________________________7 

II.     RESOURCES AT ISSUE ___________________________________________8 

III. NECESSARY ELEMENTS OF STATEWIDE COASTAL POLICY ________ 10 
Regulatory Framework ___________________________________________________________ 10 
Knowledge/Scientific Foundation ___________________________________________________ 11 
Fiscal Rationality/Equity/Responsibility ______________________________________________ 12 
Long-Range Planning ____________________________________________________________ 12 

IV. INTERESTS OF THE TASK FORCE PARTICIPANTS _________________ 15 
Coastal Community/Local Government Interests _______________________________________ 15 
Specific Tribal Interests___________________________________________________________ 16 
Statewide Interests and State Agency Perspectives______________________________________ 17 

        Statewide Interests_______________________________________________________________ 17 

        State Agency Interests____________________________________________________________ 17 
Environmental Interests___________________________________________________________ 18 
Federal Interests ________________________________________________________________ 19 

V.    GUIDANCE AND CRITERIA TO ADDRESS COASTAL PROCESSES ____ 20 
Criteria For Successful Solutions ___________________________________________________ 21 

VI.     SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS _____________________________ 22 

VII. ISSUES REQUIRING RESOLUTION________________________________ 26 

VIII. SIGNATURE PAGES AND LETTERS OF SUPPORT __________________ 28 

IX.    MINORITY REPORT AND DISSENT ________________________________ 40 
Background _________________________________________________________ 45 
Specific Recommendations _______________________________________________ 46 

       Recommendations - State Funding Support_____________________________________ 47 
       General Comments on the Task Force Report ___________________________________ 48 
       Conclusion _____________________________________________________________________ 49 

  

        APPENDIX I      MEMBERSHIP ROSTER 
         APPENDIX II    MEETING ATTENDANCE SHEETS 
 

The Coastal Erosion Task Force   
March 1999 

2



WASHINGTON COASTAL EROSION TASK FORCE REPORT 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
In 1998, Governor Gary Locke directed the Department of Community, Trade and 
Economic Development to create a Coastal Erosion Task Force.  The Task Force’s goal 
was to develop short and long-range policy recommendations on coastal processes. 
This document should not be used as a regulatory document. 
 
The following recommendations resulted from the Task Force and steering committee 
meetings: 
 
1. Coastal erosion solutions and policies should not come at the expense of the state's 

natural resources and critical habitat; solutions should minimize interference with 
fishing areas and/or keep solution impacts to a minimum.

 
2. Dredged material should be managed as a resource and reused beneficially within the 

Columbia littoral cell.  For example, dredged sand should remain within the active 
littoral zone. 

 
3. The Southwest Washington Coastal Erosion Study should be completed.  The federal, 

state, and local partners will establish roles and expectations among themselves. 
 
4. Scientific studies of coastal processes along the southwest coast of Washington 

should examine the influence of the Columbia River system.  These studies should 
also include an analysis of the effects and opportunity for mitigation of past 
interventions in coastal processes, particularly those related to navigation projects and 
engineering studies describing the effects of hard structures on high-energy 
shorelines. 

 
5. Long-term scientific monitoring of the condition of southwest Washington ocean 

beaches, and the impacts and performance of past and proposed interventions to the 
system, should be a priority. 

 
6. There should be an independent technical review of all state-funded coastal studies 

and analyses that will form a part of the technical foundation for long-term coastal 
planning, policy development, and/or proposed actions. 

 
7. An assessment of coastal hazards, including predictions of future shoreline change 

rates, should be conducted. 
 
8. An evaluation of socio-economic impacts of actions in the coastal zone should be 

conducted. 
 
9. Policy and projects related to coastal erosion should be analyzed for their long-term 

costs and benefits. 
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10. In the long term, state and local governments must develop a policy of land 

management that: 
 

• acknowledges the natural processes of the ocean, and the potential conflicts with 
private property owners located in the erosion-hazard areas, 

• encourages and supports the work of local jurisdictions to protect life and 
property interests, 

• supports the efforts of governments and non-profit organizations to protect 
recreational opportunities and the natural qualities of the coast. 

 
11. An inventory of local land use information should be undertaken to determine 

appropriate policies and actions. The inventory should include an accounting of 
public infrastructure, platted and unplatted properties, and built and un-built 
properties.  Zoning overlays, as well as shoreline area designations and their 
applicable rules, regulations, and policies, should be included. 

 
12. Federal, state, tribal and local jurisdictions could use the information gathered from 

the inventory to better understand how to protect the public’s health, safety, and 
welfare, particularly as it pertains to erosion-hazard areas. 

 
13. State and local governments should take steps to identify the extent of the dynamic 

zone and inventory existing natural and community resources within that zone. 
 
14. As part of a comprehensive inventory, erosion-hazard zones should be mapped using 

available shoreline data and current best science.  Such hazard zones may incorporate 
both accretion and erosion areas; and could identify: imminent, intermediate, and 
long-term erosion hazards. 

 
15. Federal, state, local, and tribal jurisdictions should work together to define coastal 

erosion-hazard areas and regulate and discourage development in high-hazard coastal 
erosion areas.  The State should work with local jurisdictions to ensure that mapping 
projects are based on sound science and consistency of policy. 

 
16. The State should continue to provide technical and financial assistance to local 

jurisdictions, and tribal governments where applicable, to review and revise 
comprehensive plans, flood hazard management plans, and development regulations 
to discourage development in coastal erosion-hazard areas. 

 
17. Local jurisdictions should develop new mechanisms, or re-enforce existing 

mechanisms, to warn those with property interests of the danger of building or buying 
in hazardous erosion areas. 

 
18. Federal, state, local, and tribal jurisdictions should recognize that effective coastal 

protection may have some economic consequences for coastal communities, and 
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should take steps to ameliorate these impacts through measures such as shared risk, 
buyout assistance, and others. 

 
19. Local jurisdictions should develop long-term strategies to assess the location of 

critical, at-risk public infrastructure such as highways, water and sewer facilities, 
schools, etc., and private investments in light of coastal zone hazards.  These might 
include threats from chronic hazards like long-term erosion.

 
20. Southwest Washington coastal communities should continue the development and 

analysis of alternative strategies to address current and long-term coastal erosion and 
accretion issues.  Financial assistance from a variety of funding sources, including the 
state should be sought. 

 
21. Federal, state, local, and tribal jurisdictions should adopt the following guidance to 

address coastal processes (given the unique nature of tribal reservation land, not all 
criteria may apply to tribes). 

 
A. New development in erosion hazard areas and recently accreted areas should be 

discouraged, based on assessment of risk. 
 
B. Landowners should be expected to assume all risk if they knowingly buy and 

develop property (plat or place structures) in such an area. 
 
C. New structural solutions to erosion problems should be discouraged when there is 

a potentially adverse impact to the natural conditions of the beach, habitat, public 
access, other recreational resources, long-term maintenance costs, and impact to 
adjacent properties. The spirit and intent of state laws discouraging armoring--
such as sea walls, wave bumpers, rock revetments, and other types of hard 
structures--in favor of other alternatives that are more likely to preserve a 
dune/beach environment. 

 
D. In rare circumstances, structural solutions should only be considered in situations 

where it has been determined that erosion is threatening critical public facilities 
such as bridges, major highways, sewage treatment plants, utility lines, and 
municipal water supplies. 

 
E. The selection and implementation of any alternative should be based upon an 

analysis of effectiveness, impacts, risk, and cost compared to other alternatives 
within a long-term plan. 

 
F. Maintenance and modification of existing navigation structures should be subject 

to the criteria for successful solutions outlined in Section V. 
 
22. Public education, participation, and outreach are important to a wide perspective on 

the issues.  While this is a primary responsibility of local, state, and tribal 
governments, there is an awareness of the need for the general public and non-
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governmental organizations to participate in community education issues and 
recognition of the role of non-governmental organizations in accomplishing this task. 
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WASHINGTON COASTAL EROSION TASK FORCE REPORT 
 
 
I. INTRODUCTION 
 
Washington’s coastal zone is a dynamic and ever-changing area.  The natural cycle of 
erosion and accretion of land due to coastal processes continues.  Increasing settlement 
and use of the coastal area result in complex issues requiring thoughtful balancing among 
the many competing interests. 
 
Currently, southwest Washington’s coastal and tribal communities are faced with 
mounting pressures resulting from increasing coastal erosion in some areas.  Successfully 
addressing these challenges will require close cooperation among local, state, tribal, and 
federal agencies and clear communication with the public--not only in the affected areas, 
but also across the state. 
 
In an attempt to address some of the issues, in 1998 Governor Gary Locke directed the 
Department of Community, Trade and Economic Development to create a Coastal 
Erosion Task Force.  Governor Locke’s directive arose, from a concern that some of the 
interested parties were in conflict regarding appropriate responses to the threats of coastal 
erosion.  The Task Force’s goal was to develop short and long-term policy 
recommendations on coastal processes. 
 
Representatives of the Task Force included members from the coastal communities, 
Quinault and Shoalwater tribes, state and federal agencies, environmental organizations, 
property owners, elected officials, the public, and others.  The Task Force and its steering 
committee representing all the interest groups held a total of 13 meetings between August 
1998 and March 1999.  The meeting process included establishment of ground rules for 
the group; review of the charter; periodic educational presentations by the interest groups 
involved; and ongoing work sessions devoted to identification and exploration of the 
issues and concerns.  After each meeting, meeting notes and, as work progressed, drafts 
of this document were disseminated to all members of the Task Force and interested 
observers. 
 
One ground rule called for decision-making by consensus.  Each of the key concepts and 
recommendations in this document has been actively discussed by the steering committee 
representing each of the interest groups in the Task Force.  The full Task Force has 
reviewed and revised it several times as well.  The meeting process has provided the 
maximum time to discuss issues and recommendations, with the expectation that every 
active member understands them.  To the extent that members feel they can support this 
document, though it may not always agree fully with their views on the issues, consensus 
will exist. 
 
The Task Force members have been asked to indicate their support by signing their 
names on the roster at the end of the document. 

The Coastal Erosion Task Force   
March 1999 

7



 
Two sections of the document have been handled somewhat differently: 
 
• Section IV, Interests of the Task Force Participants, provided an opportunity for each 

interest group to identify its own interests and concerns.  The contents of this section 
have been accepted by the Task Force without revision by those not members of each 
group. 

 
• Section VII, Issues Requiring Resolution, provides a place to articulate issues which 

this group addressed but could not resolve in the time available, and for each interest 
group that chose to do so to provide a brief comment describing its view on the issue. 

 
This report represents the result of those meetings: a document which reflects the work of 
all representatives of the Task Force. (See Appendix - Membership Roster) 
 
The process by which the Task Force achieved these results included: 
 
• Engaging a facilitator whose job was to define and implement a process for the 

meeting series, 
• Having the facilitator conduct interviews with a cross section of the members of the 

Task Force prior to the first meeting to gather input about their interests and 
concerns, 

• Providing an opportunity for each of the interest groups to make an educational 
presentation to the Task Force that reflected their legal considerations and interests, 

• Providing a participative process to identify and prioritize the issues to be addressed 
in this report, 

• Convening series of meetings, 4-6 hours each, of the entire Task Force and the 
steering committee, to address the issues identified, 

• Creating of a steering committee representing the larger group, 
• Developing and refining the recommendations contained in this report. 
 
II. RESOURCES AT ISSUE 
 
One of Washington State’s most valuable and irreplaceable assets is its more than 2,500 
miles of marine shoreline. The coastal zone, rich in a variety of natural, cultural, 
commercial, industrial, and recreational resources contributes to the present and future 
well being of the state.  The coastal zone fish, shellfish, other living marine resources and 
wildlife are ecologically fragile and consequently vulnerable to destruction and/or 
permanent alteration by human actions. 
 
 
 
 
Coastal erosion solutions and policies should not come at the expense of this state’s 
renewable natural resources and must minimize interference with fishing areas by 
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keeping solution impact zones to a minimum.  The beach/dune system and adjacent 
waters along the coast of southwest Washington are of critical importance to the nearby 
communities, the people of the Washington, and out-of-state tourists.  They provide a 
variety of significant functions: 
 
• protect life and property by serving as a storm barrier, which helps dissipate wave 

energy and contributes to shoreline stability; 
• provide the basis for a tourism industry that generates revenue, which contributes 

significantly to the economy of the coastal communities and that of the State ($240 
million1, 3,730 jobs and $14,940,000 in State taxes) contributed by Grays Harbor and 
Pacific Counties in 1997 alone2; 

• provide habitat for numerous species of terrestrial and marine plants and animals, 
including some which have been listed, are proposed for listing or have a high 
potential for being listed as threatened or endangered under the federal Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) (e.g., snowy plover, coastal coho, cutthroat trout, and steelhead), 

• support other marine resources, such as razor clams, crabs, smelt, herring and other 
bait fish, which provide an economic, cultural, and recreational opportunity for the 
citizens of the state and are dependent upon clean water and sandy beaches; 

• support statewide recreational resources with sandy beaches and breaking waves 
which contribute to tribal, state, and local economies through tourism, consumer 
sales, fishing, and clamming. 

 
Sand within the Columbia littoral cell is a resource, and the Columbia River is the major 
supplier of sediments in the Columbia littoral cell.  This cell includes the beaches from 
Point Grenville, Washington on the north end to Tillamook Head, Oregon on the south.  
The beach and near shore sands are distributed throughout the cell by seasonally 
reversing (but not northerly) oceanic currents and waves.  This sand is not only moved 
along the coast and back and forth onshore to offshore, but also in and out of the 
estuaries.  The greatest shoreline changes have occurred at the mouths of these estuaries.  
For the last 100 years or so, dams on the Columbia River and jetties at the inlet mouths 
have been contributing factors directing the movement of sand.  Dredging the estuaries 
also has affected sand movement.  These structures and activities have influenced the 
natural flow of sand in the Columbia cell.   All of these factors affect the shoreline in a 
number of ways. 
 
The coastal beaches’ shape and position change because they are part of a dynamic 
equilibrium of material, which is always in motion.  Shoreline erosion and accretion are 
the most visible results of the complex natural process of sediment transport and sand 
redistribution. 
This littoral cell system, driven by a variety of natural processes, may result in a net loss 
or gain of sand to a particular beach area and may involve the movement of sediment 
across the entire continental shelf.  Sediment in the coastal zone can also be influenced 

                                                           
1This represents all  spending by travelers to Grays Harbor and Pacific Counties during 1997. 
2 See Washington State Travel Impacts and Visitor Volume document, Washington State Tourism Office. 
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by human activities, such as dams, jetties, dredging practices, and shoreline protective 
structures. 
 
Erosion becomes a significant problem when structures are erected in close proximity to 
unstable beach/dune systems.  It is in both the public and private interests to afford the 
beach/dune system space to accrete and erode.  Erosion and accretion will continue on 
Washington’s coast in the future.  Erosion may increase as a consequence of sea level 
rise due to climate change.  Low frequency, high impact coastal hazards such as coastal 
subsidence associated with subduction zone earthquakes and tsunamis can have dramatic 
effects on erosion and accretion. 
 
Recommendations: 
 
1. Coastal erosion solutions and policies should not come at the expense of the state's 

natural resources and critical habitat; e.g., solutions should minimize interference 
with fishing areas and/or keep solution impacts to a minimum. 

 
2. Dredged material should be managed as a resource and reused beneficially within the 

Columbia littoral cell.  For example, dredged sand should remain within the active 
littoral zone. 

 
 
III. NECESSARY ELEMENTS OF STATEWIDE COASTAL POLICY 
 
Regulatory Framework 
 
Current State law creates a framework for making policy decisions about coastal 
processes.  These laws include: 
 
• The Shoreline Management Act 
• The Ocean Resources Management Act 
• The Seashore Conservation Act 
• The Hydraulic Code 
• The Aquatic Lands Law 
• The Growth Management Act 
• The State Environment Policy Act 
• The Planning Enabling Act 
 
 
 
 
The principal federal laws applicable to the coastal erosion issue are: 
 
• The National Environmental Policy Act  
• The Clean Water Act 
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• The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
• The Endangered Species Act 
• The Marine Protection, Resources and Sanctuaries Act 
• The Coastal Zone Management Act 
 
The local regulatory framework must be consistent with all State and federal laws while 
addressing specific local needs (zoning) and conditions.  Local jurisdictions include a 
mixture of tribal, city, county, state, and federal lands with an overlay of numerous 
special districts such as port, fire, flood control zone, various public utility and hospital 
districts, and others. 
 
Although federal, tribal, state, and local jurisdictions each have mandates to protect the 
public’s health, safety, and welfare, local jurisdictions have a generally broader and more 
immediate responsibility to their residents.  This distinguishes local government entities 
from state and federal entities.  Because county and city governments are based on state 
enabling laws, they have similar land use structures; however, there are variations in 
implementation at the local level. 
 
Knowledge/Scientific Foundation 
 
The legitimacy and effectiveness of Washington coastal policy depend upon sound 
science, appropriate analysis, and credible information. 
 
Studies are currently being conducted by scientists and engineers from the State 
Department of Ecology, the U.S. Geological Survey, and local coastal communities.  A 
major thrust of their studies is to understand the Columbia River sediment budget; (the 
sources, transport pathways, and sinks of sand that affect shoreline evolution).  Local 
government efforts have been specifically focused on the dynamics around the historic 
interventions in the system, typically the navigation projects, in order to inform responses 
to erosion threats faced by the communities. 
 
Recommendations: 
 
Essential elements and recommendations of this group, include: 
 
1. The Southwest Washington Coastal Erosion Study should be completed.  The federal, 

state, and local partners will establish roles and expectations among themselves. 
 
 
 
2. Scientific studies of coastal processes along the southwest coast of Washington 

should examine the influence of the Columbia River system.  These studies should 
also include an analysis of the effects and opportunity for mitigation of past 
interventions in coastal processes, particularly those related to navigation projects and 
engineering studies describing the effects of hard structures on high-energy 
shorelines. 
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3. Long-term scientific monitoring of the condition of southwest Washington ocean 

beaches, and the impacts and performance of past and proposed interventions to the 
littoral cell system, should be a priority. 

 
4. There should be an independent technical review of all state-funded coastal studies 

and analyses that will form a part of the technical foundation for long-term coastal 
planning, policy development, and/or proposed actions. 

 
5. An assessment of coastal hazards, including predictions of future shoreline change 

rates, should be conducted. 
 
6. An evaluation of socio-economic impacts of actions in the coastal zone should be 

conducted. 
 
Fiscal Rationality/Equity/Responsibility 
 
In light of the enormous financial ramifications of any coastal policy, the Task Force 
emphasized the importance of fiscal analysis for any policy or project, equitable costs 
and benefits, and equitable distribution of responsibility.  Policy and projects related to 
coastal erosion should be analyzed for their long-term costs and benefits utilizing the 
following principles: 
 
• costs should not exceed benefits; 
• those who benefit should contribute a proportional share of the cost; 
• expenditure of public funds should be consistent with existing laws governing 

competitive bidding; 
• cost-benefit analyses should include wildlife, fish and shellfish, and other values 

often considered intangible. 
 
Recommendations: 
 
1. Policy and projects related to coastal erosion should be analyzed for their long-term 
      costs and benefits. 
 
 
 
Long-Range Planning 
 
Long-range planning is essential to ensure that individual projects do not compromise 
Washington's long-term vision for its beaches.  In the long-term, the federal, state, local, 
and tribal governments must develop a policy of land management that acknowledges the 
natural processes of the ocean and encourages and supports the work of local 
jurisdictions to reduce the hazards to those life and property interests, recreational 
opportunities, and natural resources that are located in geologically-hazardous erosion 
areas.  This land management policy could include the following components. 
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• An inventory of local land use information should be undertaken to determine 

appropriate policies and actions. The inventory should include an accounting of 
public infrastructure, platted and unplatted properties, and built and un-built 
properties.  Zoning overlays, as well as shoreline area designations and their 
applicable rules, regulations, and policies, should be included, 

 
• Local, state, federal, and tribal jurisdictions could use the information gathered from 

the inventory to better understand how to protect the public’s health, safety, and 
welfare, particularly as it pertains to erosion-hazard areas, 

 
• State and local governments should take steps to identify the extent of the dynamic 

zone and inventory existing natural and community resources within that zone, 
 
• As part of a comprehensive inventory, erosion-hazard zones should be mapped using 

available shoreline data and the current best science. Such hazard zones may 
incorporate both accretion and erosion areas and could identify: imminent erosion 
hazards, intermediate erosion hazards, and long-term erosion hazards, 

 
• Local jurisdictions should define coastal erosion-hazard areas and regulate and 

discourage development in high-hazard coastal erosion areas.  The State should work 
with local jurisdictions to ensure that projects are based on sound science and 
consistency of policy, 

 
• Federal, state, local, and tribal jurisdictions should adopt the guidance and criteria to 

address coastal processes set forth in Section V, 
 
• The State should continue to provide technical and financial assistance to local 

jurisdictions to review and revise comprehensive plans, flood hazard management 
plans, and development regulations to discourage development in coastal erosion- 
hazard areas, 

 
• Local jurisdictions should develop new mechanisms or re-enforce existing 

mechanisms to warn those with property interests of the danger of building or buying 
in hazardous erosion areas, 

 
• Federal, state, local, and tribal jurisdictions should recognize that effective coastal 

protection may have some economic consequences for coastal communities; and 
should take steps to ameliorate these impacts through measures such as shared risk, 
buyout assistance, and other, 
 

• Local jurisdictions should develop long-term strategies to assess the location of 
critical, at-risk public infrastructure such as highways, water and sewer facilities, 
schools, etc. and private investments in light of coastal zone hazards.  These might 
include threats from chronic hazards like long-term erosion. 
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Recommendations: 
 
1. In the long term, the state and local governments must develop a policy of land 

management that: 
• acknowledges the natural processes of the ocean, and the potential conflicts with 

private property owners located in the erosion-hazard areas; 
• encourages and supports the work of local jurisdictions to protect life and 

property interests; 
• supports the efforts of governments and non-profit organizations to protect 

recreational opportunities and the natural qualities of the coast. 
 
2. An inventory of local land use information should be conducted to determine 

appropriate policies and actions. The inventory should include an accounting of 
public infrastructure, platted and unplatted properties, and built and un-built 
properties.  Zoning overlays, as well as shoreline area designations and their 
applicable rules, regulations, and policies should be included. 

 
3. Local, state, federal, and tribal jurisdictions could use the information gathered from 

the inventory to better understand how to protect the public’s health, safety, and 
welfare, particularly as it pertains to erosion hazard areas. 

 
4. State and local government should take steps to identify the extent of the dynamic 

zone and inventory existing natural and community resources within that zone. 
 
5. As part of a comprehensive inventory, erosion-hazard zones should be mapped using 

available shoreline data and current best science.  Such hazard zones may incorporate 
both accretion and erosion areas, and could identify: imminent, intermediate, and 
long-term erosion-hazards. 

 
6. Federal, state, local, and tribal jurisdictions should work together to define coastal 

erosion-hazard areas and regulate and discourage development in high-hazard coastal 
erosion areas.  The State should work with local jurisdictions to ensure that mapping 
projects are based on sound science and consistency of policy. 

 
7. Southwest Washington coastal communities should continue the development and 

analysis of alternative strategies to address current and long-term coastal erosion and 
accretion issues.  Financial assistance from a variety of funding sources, including 
state funding should be sought. 

 
8. The State should continue to provide technical and financial assistance to local 

jurisdictions, and tribal governments where applicable, to review and revise 
comprehensive plans, flood hazard management plans, and development regulations 
to discourage development in coastal-erosion hazard areas. 
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9. Local jurisdictions should develop new mechanisms, or re-enforce existing 
mechanisms, to warn those with property interests of the danger of building or buying 
in hazardous erosion areas. 

 
10. Federal, state, local, and tribal jurisdictions should recognize that effective coastal 

protection may have some economic consequences for coastal communities, and 
should take steps to ameliorate such impacts through measures such as shared risk, 
buyout assistance, and others. 

 
11. Local jurisdictions should develop long-term strategies to assess the location of 

critical, at-risk public infrastructure such as highways, water and sewer facilities, 
schools, etc., and private investments in light of coastal zone hazards.  These might 
include threats from chronic hazards like long-term erosion. 

 
 
IV. INTERESTS OF THE TASK FORCE PARTICIPANTS 
 
This section provides an opportunity for representatives from each interest group to 
describe the interests, concerns, and issues members of that group have with the coastal 
processes. The content of these comments has not been accepted as to content; therefore 
they do not represent the discussion and consensus of the Task Force. 
 
Coastal Community/Local Government Interests  
 
Coastal communities, including Indian tribes, have a direct interest in the development 
and implementation of a sound coastal policy, based on law and science, in order to 
provide for the safety, health, and welfare of their citizens. 
 
 
 
Specific interests include: 
 
• participation in and monitoring of the evolution of scientific knowledge on coastal 

issues; 
• integration of up-to-date science into local planning processes; 
• participation in coastal policy development; 
• analysis and development of solutions to local coastal erosion problems; 
• maintaining viable economies while protecting natural resources and the 

environment. 
 
Local governments have been at the forefront of problems caused by coastal erosion for 
several years.  An early assumption was that the primary cause of coastal erosion was a 
growing deficit of sand being delivered to the littoral system.  But, based upon analyses 
undertaken by local communities, it has become apparent that the primary cause of the 
severe erosion problems in recent years is the change in energy regime in the proximity 
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of the major navigation projects, which have affected wave and current energy, and sand 
deposition and transport. 
 
Actions taken by local governments to further restrict land use would have potentially 
large adverse effects on the revenue base for any of the multiple jurisdictions that depend 
on it to finance local services.  Local lands, including coastal lands, are largely already 
developed in the sense that they have long been divided and zoned, creating an 
expectation that owners could beneficially use their properties.  This long-standing 
expectation of use also creates the value underlying property tax revenues, the primary 
local government revenue base.   Some communities believe that, consistent with 
Washington State law, restrictions on actions taken without clear and compelling 
justification may create a liability as a regulatory taking. 
 
Past land use and existing uses influence decisions on new developments and can 
promote continuation of unwise decisions.  Because local ordinances and land use 
management decisions will determine the future patterns of coastal development, 
technical assistance must be provided to local communities and coastal counties to 
integrate technical information into a firm foundation for coastal land use planning. 
 
A complicating issue is the generally depressed economy in our coastal region that has 
historically been dependent primarily upon the forest products industry, fishing, shellfish 
and shipping. Even though recreation and tourism-based industries are emerging in the 
region, they remain only small pieces of a generally depressed coastal economy that is 
likely to remain so in the near future.  To meet the needs of the coastal communities over 
the next several years, funding assistance is required to: 
 
• facilitate understanding of, and participation in, the development of scientific 

information and for the integration of such information into local land use planning; 
 
• facilitate planning for viable communities and Indian tribes that optimizes 

development and investment opportunities while maintaining natural resource 
protection; 

• address issues of public infrastructure, which are threatened because they are located 
in coastal areas threatened by near-term coastal erosion; 

 
• address issues of public infrastructure that may be at risk from catastrophic hazards 

due to subsidence from subduction earthquakes and tsunamis; 
 
• undertake a detailed analysis of site-specific coastal erosion problems including 

project definition, engineering design, and project implementation; 
 
• provide for communication, outreach, and education in the local communities on 

coastal erosion issues. 
 
Specific Tribal Interests 
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Tribal members depend on coastal resources to provide economic goods, and cultural and 
spiritual requisites to sustain their unique societies.  Continued tribal access to these 
resources should incorporate: 
 
• continued use of coastal resources by tribes as accorded them by treaty or by 

Executive Order; 
• continued tribal participation in the development and implementation of coastal 

policy; and, 
• funding for technical assistance to tribes to integrate tribal planning processes with 

State and local planning efforts in coastal areas. 
 
Statewide Interests and State Agency Perspectives  
 
Statewide Interests 
 
All citizens of the state have a vital stake in responsible management of the state’s 
coastal shoreline and related resources. The ocean beaches, fish, shellfish, and other 
coastal resources are enjoyed quite extensively by citizens from throughout the state. By 
law, they literally own the beach, and therefore State agencies are charged with 
protecting this important resource for them. The statewide interest in this issue is perhaps 
best articulated in the following legislative findings in the Shoreline Management Act 
(RCW 90.58.020): 

 
The Legislature declares that the interest of all of the people shall be paramount in 
the management of shorelines of statewide significance. The department, in 
adopting guidelines for shorelines of state-wide significance, and local 
government, in developing master programs for shorelines of state-wide 
significance, shall give preference to uses in the following order of preference 
which: (1) Recognize and protect the state-wide interest over local interest; 
(2) Preserve the natural character of the shoreline; (3) Result in long-term over 
short-term benefit; (4) Protect the resources and ecology of the shoreline; 
(5) Increase public access to publicly owned areas of the shorelines; (6) Increase 
recreational opportunities for the public in the shoreline. 

 
Citizens of the state also have a financial interest, for they will be asked to fund many of 
the short and long-term solutions that will be employed to reduce the hazards to life and 
property posed by coastal erosion.  Therefore it is important that solutions to coastal 
erosion issues be cost-effective and based on a long-range plan developed in partnership 
with all stakeholders. 
 
State Agency Interests 
 
The State agencies participating in the Task Force have a variety of interests, roles, and 
responsibilities as defined in state law. The participating agencies include Department of 
Ecology, Department of Community, Trade and Economic Development, State Parks and 
Recreation Commission, State Fish and Wildlife Department, and State Emergency 
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Management Division of the State Military Department. These agencies provide 
technical assistance, emergency management services, regulatory oversight, funding 
assistance and many other services. Because they have such a broad array of 
responsibilities related to coastal erosion, these agencies have a keen interest, and play a 
critical role, in finding solutions to the coastal erosion issue. 
 
Key interests and responsibilities of State agencies participating in the Task Force 
include: 
 
• protecting people from erosion and flood hazards; 
• providing technical assistance and grant funds to local governments and non-profits 

that have a stake in coastal erosion issues; 
• providing technical assistance for and oversight of shoreline planning and permitting 

decisions; 
• protecting and enhancing the public’s right to access and use the publicly-owned 

shoreline; 
• protecting and enhancing fish, shellfish, and wildlife of the coastal environment; 
• working in a collaborative manner with federal, local, and tribal governments and 

other stakeholders to seek sound solutions to coastal erosion problems; 
• ensuring that solutions to coastal erosion problems are cost-effective, protect people 

and the environment, and do not negatively affect adjacent lands; 
• participating in coastal research and studies and providing scientific information to 

support long-term coastal erosion planning and policy development; and,  
• ensuring that the general public has ample opportunities to participate in decision 

making. 
 
Environmental Interests 
 
The beaches and shorelines of Washington provide for the protection and maintenance of 
water quality, fish and wildlife habitat, aesthetics, water-dependent uses, sustainable 
development, economic resources, and recreation.  The state of Washington maintains 
this as a paramount policy through various state and federal laws, such as the Shoreline 
Management Act and the Clean Water Act. 
 
Ocean beaches and adjacent shorelines are dynamic in short, medium and long time 
frames, and as such they are not amenable to "stabilization."  The State should encourage 
soft or other non-invasive measures designed to facilitate the sustainability of renewable 
natural resources when permitting development, infrastructure, and navigation channels. 
 
The State should maximize public access and low-impact uses of state beaches and 
shorelines.  Coastal shoreline policies should recognize and support renewable resource 
habitat, not only in quantity but also in quality, for the services they provide to 
humankind.  All projects should be considered for their cumulative effects on the natural 
processes. 
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Federal Interests  
 
Federal agencies have the responsibility to protect and regulate the coast and its resources 
under a variety of authorities.  This work is increasingly challenging due to strong and 
accelerating pressures to inhabit, visit, and develop the coast.  These pressures are likely 
to increase and continue indefinitely.  The objectives of a federal presence are varied and 
include safe navigation, ocean disposal siting, protection of critical ecosystems and 
natural resources, protection of water quality, and national defense. 
 
Federal agencies bring a national and international perspective to coastal issues.  They 
have the ability and responsibility to bring to bear knowledge of positive and negative 
experiences gained elsewhere. 
 
Federal agencies often depend on information provided by others, and therefore have an 
interest in ensuring that the best available science is incorporated into long-term planning 
and project design.  In collaboration with the various states, several agencies are charged 
with providing guidance on resource use and preservation, and enforcement of applicable 
regulations when necessary.  Federal interests also include ensuring that states effectively 
implement existing regulations. 
 
Federal agencies are responsible to ensure that federal tax dollars spent to address coastal 
issues are used effectively.  This is of special significance because the federal 
government often provides the critical mass of funding for major coastal projects.  
Responsible use of federal funds involves such issues as appropriate competition, cost-
benefit analyses, including assignment of economic values to wildlife and other 
intangible assets, and the use of the best available science. 
Actual federal authorities are varied and are brought to bear depending on the activity 
planned.  The major players are the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), Coast Guard 
(CG),  Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA), Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), and 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). 
 
Although legal mandates overlap greatly, living resources are chiefly administered by the 
NMFS, FWS, and EPA using the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA), 
Endangered Species Act (ESA), Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA), and 
Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA), among others.  Navigation and navigation 
safety, including maintenance dredging of authorized projects, are the responsibilities of 
the Corps and/or the Coast Guard. 
 
Permits for dredging and dredged material disposal fall under the Corps and EPA 
responsibilities through the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act (MPRSA) 
and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA).  USGS is the nation’s earth science 
agency and is responsible for supplying independent and unbiased long-term monitoring, 
research, and assessments.  Planning for and response to major emergencies are delegated 
to FEMA.  The National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) plays a role in 
many of these issues; they “house” NMFS and administer MPRSA. 
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V. GUIDANCE AND CRITERIA TO ADDRESS COASTAL PROCESSES 
 
Guidance 
 
A variety of different methods have been used to combat coastal erosion.  Among them 
are hard structures such as revetments and groins, and soft methods such as sand bars and 
beach nourishment. Other solutions involve requiring new development to be set back 
beyond the erosion areas and prohibiting rebuilding when homes are destroyed by coastal 
flooding and erosion.  Dune construction, offshore sand bars and berms, jetty extensions 
or other modifications, setback dunes, and buying out homes and other structures located 
in hazard areas are other possible solutions.  All these solutions have positive and 
negative aspects, and the use of a particular solution will vary, based on the specifics of 
the situation at hand. 
 
It is important, however, that individual decisions be based upon an overall long-range 
plan.  The Task Force recommends in Section III that the state and local governments 
undertake long-range planning to address coastal erosion and accretion issues.  The Task 
Force has developed the following as interim guidance for seeking the preferred solution 
given the particular situation. 
 
Α. New development in erosion hazard areas and recently accreted areas should be 

discouraged, base on assessment of risk. 
 
Β. Landowners should be expected to assume all risk if they knowingly buy and develop 

(plat or place structures) property in such an area. 
 
C.  New structural solutions to erosion problems should be discouraged when there is a 

potentially adverse impact to the natural conditions of the beach, habitat, public 
access, other recreational resources, long-term maintenance costs, and to adjacent 
properties. The spirit and intent of state laws discourage armoring such as sea walls, 
wave bumpers, rock revetments, and other types of hard structures in favor of other 
alternatives that are more likely to preserve a dune/beach environment. 

 
D. In rare circumstances, structural solutions should only be considered in situations 

where it has been determined that erosion is threatening critical public facilities such 
as bridges, major highways, sewage treatment plants, utility lines, and municipal 
water supplies. 

 
Ε. The selection and implementation of any alternative should be based upon an analysis 

of effectiveness, impacts, risk, and cost compared to other alternatives within a long-
term plan. 

 
F. Maintenance and modification of existing navigation structures should be subject to 

the criteria as outlined below. 
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Criteria For Successful Solutions 
 
Applying the following criteria, all solutions should strive to: 
 
• be consistent with a long-range plan for coastal management; 
• reduce the erosion hazard without moving that hazard to other properties; 
• be consistent with the economic viability of, and minimize adverse economic impacts 

to the community when possible; 
• reduce the risk to public health and safety; 
• preserve and protect existing and potential habitat, or mitigate for any damage 

caused; 
• preserve and protect existing recreational uses; 
• work with, not against, natural beach processes; 
• achieve a positive cost-benefit ratio; 
• primarily benefit the public if publicly funded; all beneficiaries should share costs; 
• be consistent with federal, state, local, and tribal laws and public involvement 

requirements; 
• be based on a thorough analysis of alternatives; and, 
• fully mitigate for adverse impacts of any new solution. 
 
 
 
 
Recommendations: 
 
1. Federal, state, local, and tribal jurisdictions should adopt the following guidance to 

address coastal processes (given the unique nature of tribal reservation land, not all 
criteria may apply to tribes): 

 
A. New development in erosion hazard areas and recently accreted areas should be 

discouraged, based on assessment of risk. 
 
B. Landowners should be expected to assume all risk if they knowingly buy and 

develop (plat or place structures) property in such an area. 
 
C. New structural solutions to erosion problems should be discouraged when there is 

a potentially adverse impact to the natural conditions of the beach, habitat, public 
access, other recreational resources, long-term maintenance costs, and impact to 
adjacent properties. The spirit and intent of state laws discourage armoring such 
as sea walls, wave bumpers, rock revetments, and other types of hard structures in 
favor of other alternatives that are more likely to preserve a dune/beach 
environment. 
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D. In rare circumstances, structural solutions should only be considered in situations 
where it has been determined that erosion is threatening critical public facilities 
such as bridges, major highways, sewage treatment plants, utility lines, and 
municipal water supplies. 

 
E. The selection and implementation of any alternative should be based upon an 

analysis of effectiveness, impacts, risk, and cost compared to other alternatives 
within a long-term plan. 

 
F. Maintenance and modification of existing navigation structures should be subject 

to the criteria for successful solutions outlined in Section V. 
 
2. Public education, participation, and outreach are important to a wide perspective on 

the issues.  While this is a primary responsibility of local, state, and tribal 
governments, there is an awareness of the need for the general public and non-
governmental organizations to participate in community education issues and 
recognition of the role of non-governmental organizations in accomplishing this task. 

 
 
VI.  SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
The following summary of the recommendations contained earlier in this document is 
organized by theme in an effort to enable the reader to quickly see the type of effort 
involved in the recommendation; e.g., scientific data, and which organization or 
organizations would need to implement the recommendations. 
 
Scientific Data 
 
1. The Southwest Washington Coastal Erosion Study should be completed.  The federal, 

state, and local partners will establish roles and expectations among themselves. 
 
2. Scientific studies of coastal processes along the southwest coast of Washington 

should examine the influence of the Columbia River system.  These studies should 
also include analysis of the effects and opportunity for mitigation of past 
interventions in coastal processes, particularly related to navigation projects, and 
engineering studies describing the effects of hard structures on high-energy 
shorelines. 

 
3. Long-term scientific monitoring of the condition of southwest Washington ocean 

beaches, and the impacts and performance of past and proposed interventions to the 
system, should be a priority. 

 
An Inventory of Local Land Use and At-Risk Resources 
 
4. An inventory of local land use information should be undertaken to determine 

appropriate policies and actions. The inventory should include an accounting of 
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public infrastructure, platted and unplatted properties, and built and un-built 
properties.  Zoning overlays, as well as shoreline area designations and their 
applicable rules, regulations, and policies should be included. 

 
5. Federal, state, tribal, and local jurisdictions could use the information gathered from 

the inventory to better understand how to protect the public’s health, safety, and 
welfare, particularly as it pertains to erosion hazard areas. 

 
6. State and local government should take steps to identify the extent of the dynamic 

zone and inventory existing natural and community resources within that zone. 
 
7. As part of a comprehensive inventory, erosion hazard zones should be mapped using 

available shoreline data and current best science.  Such hazard zones may incorporate 
both accretion and erosion areas, and could identify: imminent, intermediate, and 
long-term erosion hazards. 

 
8. Assessment of coastal hazards, including predictors of future shoreline change rates, 

should be conducted. 
 
9. Evaluation of socio-economic impacts of actions in the coastal zone should be 

conducted. 
 
 
Joint Policy and Development Efforts 
 
10.  In the long-term, the state and local governments must develop a policy of land 

management that: 
 

• acknowledges the natural processes of the ocean, and the potential conflicts with 
private property owners located in the erosion hazard areas; 

• encourages and supports the work of local jurisdictions to protect life and 
property interests; and, 

• supports the efforts of governments and non-profit organizations to protect 
recreational opportunities and the natural qualities of the coast. 

 
11.  Federal, state, local, and tribal jurisdictions should adopt the following guidance 

address coastal processes (given the unique nature of tribal reservation land, not all 
criteria may apply to tribes): 

 
A. New development in erosion hazard areas and recently accreted areas should be 

discouraged, base on assessment of risk. 
 
B. Landowners should be expected to assume all risk if they knowingly buy and 

develop (plat or place structures) property in such an area. 
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C. New structural solutions to erosion problems should be discouraged when there is 
a potentially adverse impact to the natural conditions of the beach, habitat, public 
access, other recreational resources, long-term maintenance costs, and adjacent 
properties. The spirit and intent of state laws discourage armoring such as sea 
walls, wave bumpers, rock revetments and other types of hard structures in favor 
of other alternatives that are more likely to preserve a dune/beach environment. 

 
D. In rare circumstances, structural solutions should only be considered in situations 

where it has been determined that erosion is threatening critical public facilities 
such as bridges, major highways, sewage treatment plants, utility lines, and 
municipal water supplies. 

 
E. The selection and implementation of any alternative should be based upon an 

analysis of effectiveness, impacts, risk, and cost compared to other alternatives 
within a long-term plan. 

 
F. Maintenance and modification of existing navigation structures should be subject 

to the criteria for successful solutions as defined in Section V. 
 
12. Federal, state, local, and tribal jurisdictions should work together to define coastal 

erosion-hazard areas and regulate and discourage development in high hazard coastal 
erosion areas.  The State should work with local jurisdictions to ensure that mapping 
projects are based on sound science and consistency of policy. 

 
13. Federal, state, and local governments should recognize that effective coastal 

protection may have some economic consequences for coastal communities, and 
should take steps to ameliorate such impacts through measures such as shared risk, 
buyout assistance, and others. 

 
14. There should be an independent technical review of all state-funded coastal studies 

and analyses that will form a part of the technical foundation for long-term coastal 
planning, policy development, and/or proposed actions. 

 
15. Policy and projects related to coastal erosion should be analyzed for their long-term 

costs and benefits. 
 
State Support for Local Action 
 
16. The State should continue to provide technical and financial assistance to local 

jurisdictions, and tribal governments where applicable, to review and revise 
comprehensive plans, flood hazard management plans, and development regulations 
to discourage development in coastal erosion hazard areas. 

 
Local Policy Development 
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17. Southwest Washington coastal communities should continue the development and 
analysis of alternative strategies to address current and long-term coastal erosion and 
accretion issues.  Financial assistance from a variety of funding sources, including 
state funding should be sought. 

 
18. Local jurisdictions should develop new mechanisms or re-enforce existing 

mechanisms to warn those with property interests of the danger of building or buying 
in hazardous erosion areas. 

 
19. Local jurisdictions should develop long-term strategies to assess the location of 

critical, at-risk public infrastructure such as highways, water and sewer facilities, 
schools, etc., and private investments in light of coastal zone hazards.  These might  
include threats from chronic hazards like long-term erosion. 

 
Natural Resources 
 
20. Coastal erosion solutions and policies should not come at the expense of the state's 

natural resources and critical habitat; e.g., solutions should minimize interference 
with fishing areas and/or keep solution impacts to a minimum. 

 
21. Dredged material should be managed as a resource and reused beneficially within the 

Columbia littoral cell.  For example, dredged sand should remain within the active 
littoral zone. 

 
Public Education and Outreach 
 
22. Public education, participation, and outreach are important to a wide perspective on 
      the  issues.  While this is a primary responsibility of local, state, and tribal 
      governments, there is an awareness of the need for the general public to participate in 
      community education issues and a recognition of the role of non-governmental 
      organizations in accomplishing this task. 
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VII. ISSUES REQUIRING RESOLUTION 
 
This Task Force is pleased by members’ ability to develop recommendations about a 
number of issues which have been the source of disagreement among the various groups 
concerned about the coast and its processes.  However, time did not permit the resolution 
of all the issues raised by this group.  Further, it is recognized that many of the 
recommendations remain general or non-specific.  It is the Task Force’s hope that a 
future process will provide more definitive guidance about policy and implementation of 
the issues discussed earlier in this document, as well as those contained in this section. 
 
Unresolved issues include: 
 
1. Any future group should continue discussion of unresolved issues, provide a 

connection to stakeholders, further develop and track recommendations, and bring 
broader knowledge and information to the issues.  The forum, if any, should include 
local, state, tribal, and federal governments, as well as local community and 
environmental groups. 

 
2. What are the most effective means to support the economies of coastal communities 

in the context of natural resource protection and other values? 
 
3. Is there a disparity between regional economic gains due to the development of 

navigation projects serving the greater Columbia Basin, and the more localized 
environmental/erosion impacts along the coast? 

 
4. Are there circumstances in which hard structures are appropriate?  Should hard 

structural solutions be prohibited? 
 

The Coastal Erosion Task Force   
March 1999 

26



5. How do we address risks/threats related to catastrophic events such as earthquakes 
and tsunamis?   Studies indicate that erosion may increase in the future as a 
consequence of sea level rise due to climate change, low-frequency, high-impact 
coastal hazards such as subduction zone earthquakes and tsunamis, and delayed 
effects of Columbia River dams. 

 
6. How should funding for public education, participation, and outreach be apportioned, 

and should groups such as non-profits be included? 
 
7. Should impact assistance relief be extended to communities that do not have 

measures in place to protect the coastal zone? 
 
VIII. 
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SIGNATURE PAGES AND LETTERS OF SUPPORT 
 
At the Coastal Erosion Task Force's last meeting on February 25, 1999, members voted 
on the task force document.  The following pages contain the names and signatures of 
those Coastal Erosion Task Force members who were willing to signify their support for 
the Coastal Erosion Task Force Document. 
 
We also received letters of support from some task force members; these are also 
included in this chapter. 
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WASHINGTON COASTAL EROSION TASK FORCE REPORT 
 
IX. Minority Report and Dissent 

 
March 1999 

 
Submitted on behalf of coastal communities under an inter-local agreement among Grays 
Harbor County, Pacific County, the Cities of Westport and Ocean Shores, and the Ports 
of Grays Harbor and Willapa Harbor. Other jurisdictions and local community 
organizations, which have also participated in the Coastal Erosion Task Force process, 
have concurred with this report. 
 

This minority report is intended to accompany the Final Report of the 
Washington Coastal Erosion Task Force. 

 
The first section of this minority report will provide annotated comments 
on the recommendations enumerated in the Executive Summary of the 
overall Task Force Report. Following that will be an amplification of 
the position of the combined coastal communities who are signatories of 
this minority report including a background discussion, specific 
recommendations and a discussion of general concerns with the Task 
Force process and results. 
 

 
Annotation of Executive Summary of Task Force Report 

 
Recommendations from the Task Force Report are italicized and numbered below as they 
appear in the Executive Summary of the Task Force Report. Comments from the 
communities’ group follow each item and are in bold type. 
 
The following recommendations resulted from the Task Force and steering committee 
meetings: 
 
1. Coastal erosion solutions and policies should not come at the expense of the state's natural resources 

and critical habitat; e.g., solutions should minimize interference with fishing areas and/or keep 
solution impacts to a minimum. 

 
We generally concur with this recommendation but add that neither solutions to 

coastal erosion problems nor the policies they are founded upon should require 
the unmitigated sacrifice of public or private property and infrastructure. 
While certain interventions may impact specific resources, appropriate 
mitigation can protect overall wildlife populations and habitat.  

   
2. Dredged material should be managed as a resource and reused beneficially within 

the Columbia littoral cell.  For example, dredged sand should remain within the 
active littoral zone. 

 
See our specific recommendation, number 1 below.   
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3. The Southwest Washington Coastal Erosion Study should be completed.   The federal, 

state, and local partners will establish roles and expectations among themselves. 
 

It is essential that the direction of this effort be re-established as the partnership 
originally envisioned, building the foundation for solving problems. Both the US 
Geological Survey and the Department of Ecology have been fully funded for 
their roles in the study, as they see them. Unless the local communities can 
become established as effective partners, helping to frame the issues, then the 
value of the study to local communities will be diminished substantially. See our 
specific recommendation number 2 below. 

 
4. Scientific studies of coastal processes along the southwest coast of Washington 

should examine the influence of the Columbia River system.  These studies should 
also include an analysis of the effects and opportunity for mitigation of past 
interventions in coastal processes, particularly those related to navigation projects 
and engineering studies describing the effects of hard structures on high-energy 
shorelines. 

 
We generally concur. The communities have undertaken such analyses around 
the entrance to Grays Harbor including Ocean Shores and Westport, and 
around the entrance to Willapa Bay as part of the process to select appropriate 
remedial actions to address coastal erosion. We are currently requesting state 
funds in order to undertake a detailed analysis at the mouth of the Columbia 
that can guide future dredging and management practices. See our specific 
recommendations numbers 1, 3, and 4 below.  

 
5. Long-term scientific monitoring of the condition of Southwest Washington ocean beaches, and the 

impacts and performance of past and proposed interventions to the system, should be a priority. 
 
We generally concur and note that all recent projects undertaken by the 

communities have incorporated significant monitoring of performance and 
effects. 

 
6. There should be an independent technical review of all State-funded coastal studies 

and analyses that will form a part of the technical foundation for long-term coastal 
planning,  policy development and/or proposed actions. 

 
Even though this recommendation is limited to “state-funded” actions, we see 
this suggestion as potentially duplicating or superceding regulatory process. All 
project proponents, and all regulatory agencies, have the capacity to seek 
independent, outside review as they deem necessary within current rights and 
authorities. For proposed actions, the regulatory process IS a review. To require 
independent review is beyond current law and would require regulatory or 
statutory changes. 
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On a practical level, non-discretionary technical review will add to the delay and 
cost of proposed actions. While delays can provide for the avoidance of decisions 
on controversial projects, delay alone can effectively deny certain actions based 
not on their lack of merit but on the ability of a project proponent to absorb the 
increase costs of delay.  

 
7. Assessment of coastal hazards, including predictions of future shoreline change rates, 

should be conducted. 
 

These analyses, by local governments, are completed or underway and have 
informed the development of options at Ocean Shores, Westport and at Cape 
Shoalwater in Willapa Bay. 

 
8. Evaluation of socio-economic impacts of actions in the coastal zone should be conducted. 
 
Evaluation should include the socio-economic impacts of all alternatives, including 

the impact of delay or ultimately doing nothing in the face of threats to the 
integrity of communities.   

 
9. Policy and projects related to coastal erosion should be analyzed for their long-term costs and 

benefits. 
 
We concur and point out that all projects to date have achieved obviously positive 

benefits.  
 
11. In the long term, the state and local governments must develop a policy of land management that: 
 

• acknowledges the natural processes of the ocean, and the potential conflicts with private property 
owners located in the erosion hazard areas,   

• encourages and supports the work of local jurisdictions to protect life and property interests, 
• supports the efforts of governments and non-profit organizations to protect recreational 

opportunities and the natural qualities of the coast.  
 

These points essentially restate responsibilities already currently in law or in 
common practice. 

 
12. An inventory of local land use information should be undertaken to determine 

appropriate policies and actions. The inventory should include an accounting of 
public infrastructure, platted and unplatted properties, and built and un-built 
properties.  Zoning overlays, as well as shoreline area designations and their 
applicable rules, regulations, and policies, should be included. 

 
Current land use patterns are relatively well understood at the local government 
level, where the primary responsibility lies under the Growth Management Act, 
the Shoreline Management Act, and other regulations.   
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13. Federal, state, tribal and local jurisdictions could use the information gathered from 
the inventory to better understand how to protect the public’s health, safety, and 
welfare, particularly as it pertains to erosion-hazard areas. 

 
We concur that a clear picture of what is at risk is an essential element of 
natural hazard planning. Other elements include the magnitude and frequency 
of risks and are addressed below. 

 
14. State and local governments should take steps to identify the extent of the dynamic 

zone and inventory existing natural and community resources within that zone. 
 

As above, if the “dynamic zone” is a delineation of risk, it is essential to 
understand the magnitude and frequency of the risk. Studies by local 
governments of specific problem areas to date have developed such an 
assessment as a foundation for planning to mitigate the risk at the community 
level. 

 
15. As part of a comprehensive inventory, erosion hazard zones should be mapped using 

available shoreline data and current best science.  Such hazard zones may 
incorporate both accretion and erosion areas, and could identify: imminent erosion 
hazards, intermediate erosion hazards, and long-term erosion hazards.  

 
Again, hazards should be delineated according to risk. Based upon a full 
analysis, communities may decide whether to intervene with the intent of 
arresting a hazard, or whether to simply avoid it. Recent experience has 
suggested that modification of an existing intervention to reduce the hazard is 
frequently possible.  

 
16. Federal, state, local and tribal jurisdictions should work together to define coastal erosion hazard 

areas and regulate and discourage development in high hazard coastal erosion areas.  The State 
should work with local jurisdictions to ensure that mapping projects are based on sound science and 
consistency of policy. 

 
Once again, analysis must be based on risk and the analysis of the proximate cause 

of the hazard. If risk and hazard are associated effects of current or past 
practices and interventions, it may be more prudent to modify those practices 
and interventions rather than respond purely by physical avoidance.  

 
17. The State should continue to provide technical and financial assistance to local jurisdictions, and 

tribal governments where applicable, to review and revise comprehensive plans, flood hazard 
management plans, and development regulations to discourage development in coastal erosion hazard 
areas. 

 
We generally concur with the need to support responsible planning in the coastal zone, but note 
again that the discouragement of development is not necessarily appropriate where hazards, 
particularly effects of past practices, can be modified or effectively and efficiently mitigated. 
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18. Local jurisdictions should develop new mechanisms or re-enforce existing 
mechanisms to warn those with property interests of the danger of building or buying 
in hazardous erosion areas. 

 
We generally concur but add that warnings need to be based upon a reliable 
delineation of risk.  

 
19. Federal, state, local and tribal jurisdictions should recognize that effective coastal 

protection may have some economic consequences for coastal communities, and 
should take steps to ameliorate these impacts through measures such as shared risk, 
buyout assistance, and others. 

 
Other measures might include financial participation in implementation or 

modification of structures and maintenance practices.  
 
20. Local jurisdictions should develop long-term strategies to assess the location of critical, at-risk public 

infrastructure such as highways, water and sewer facilities, schools, etc. and private investments in 
light of coastal zone hazards.  These might include threats from chronic hazards like long-term 
erosion. 

 
Again, an assessment needs to be based upon a credible delineation of risk.  

 
21. Southwest Washington coastal communities should continue the development and 

analysis of alternative strategies to address current and long-term coastal erosion 
and accretion issues.  Financial assistance from a variety of funding sources, 
including state funding should be sought. 

 
We concur and note that the coastal communities have provided substantial 
resources to these efforts to date, given our financial ability. Modest state 
investment in the actual implementation of actions has leveraged substantial 
federal resources. See our specific recommendations, numbers 3 and 4 below. 
We need the state as an active partner to help solve our problems. 

 
21. Federal, state, local and tribal jurisdictions should adopt the following guidance to address coastal 

processes (given the unique nature of tribal reservation land, not all criteria may apply to tribes): 
 

A. New development in erosion hazard areas and recently accreted areas should be discouraged, 
based on assessment of risk. 

 
B. Landowners should be expected to assume all risk if they knowingly buy and develop property 

(plat or place structures) in such an area.  
 
C. New structural solutions to erosion problems should be discouraged when there is a potentially 

adverse impact to the natural conditions of the beach, habitat, public access, other recreational 
resources, long-term maintenance costs, and impact to adjacent properties. The spirit and intent 
of state laws discourage armoring--such as sea walls, wave bumpers, rock revetments, and other 
types of hard structures--in favor of other alternatives that are more likely to preserve a 
dune/beach environment. 
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Responsible decision-making will consider an environmental impact that can be 
appropriately mitigated in balance with a full range of socio-economic interests 
across a broad-based community.   

 
D. Structural solutions should only be considered in situations where it has been determined that 

erosion is threatening critical public facilities such as bridges, major highways, sewage treatment 
plants, utility lines, and municipal water supplies. 

 
D. The selection and implementation of any alternative should be based upon an analysis of 

effectiveness, impacts, risk, and cost compared to other alternatives within a long-term plan. 
 
While a long-term plan is a worthy goal, we note that plans may not anticipate 

adequately the nature of emergent problems – we are constantly learning. In 
any case, prudent near term actions must be based on the best information 
available at the time and cannot be held hostage to a long-term plan which may 
be incomplete or inconclusive. 

 
E. Maintenance and modification of existing navigation structures should be subject 

to the criteria for successful solutions outlined in Section V. 
 

We generally concur, in the context of comments herein. 
 
22. Public education, participation, and outreach are important to a wide perspective on 

the issues.  While this is a primary responsibility of local, state, and tribal 
governments, there is an awareness of the need for the general public and non-
governmental organizations to participate in community education issues and 
recognition of the role of non-governmental organizations in accomplishing this task. 

 
We clearly understand the responsibilities of government in general and 
acknowledge that education is a two-way street. Also, we are responsible for a 
public trust that encompasses many aspects of our interaction with our coastal 
areas. In a democratic society we, as governments, have the responsibility to 
allow our citizens to enjoy a future they choose, consistent with law. We must 
learn from the public what they want their future to be. 

 
 
 
Background 
 
Beginning in late 1993 the coastal communities of Southwest Washington recognized the potential 
for significant impacts to their communities from erosion on the ocean coast. While the specific causes 
for erosion “hot spots” was not well understood at the time, prudent actions were taken first at Westport, 
and subsequently at Ocean Shores and at the entrance to Willapa Bay to protect communities, property, and 
infrastructure from immediate catastrophic impacts. 
 
Preliminary speculation at the time suggested that the coast may be entering a long-term erosional 
trend owing to the attenuation of the historic sand source from the Columbia River. The sandy beach 
area of Southwest Washington is predominantly nourished and maintained with sand from the Columbia 
River. Then, as now, the typical method of dredged sand disposal places material out of the near-shore 
littoral drift system, losing that sand as replenishment for natural erosion. The impacts of a century’s 
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intervention into the Columbia system with dams, jetties, and dredging seemed to be revealing itself on the 
beaches as erosion.  
 
With the active support of a consortium of affected local jurisdictions, the US Geological Survey and 
the Washington Department of Ecology established the Southwest Washington Coastal Erosion 
Study. From the beginning, it was intended by the local jurisdictions that the study would be a fully 
cooperative effort to undertake the scientific investigations and analyses necessary to understand the 
functioning of the coastal system influenced by the Columbia River, specifically related to the maintenance 
of our sandy-beach shoreline.  
 
Our expectation was that information from the coastal erosion study would help us solve coastal 
erosion problems. It was hoped that specific information could guide the responsible actions of local 
governments to protect their citizens and communities and could guide the actions of federal agencies 
responsible for permitting and maintaining navigation projects. It was understood that the local 
jurisdictions would need to rely on financial assistance from state and federal governments in order to 
undertake their responsibilities and that specific actions would be developed both cooperatively and by 
individual jurisdictions. 
 
After several years of unsuccessful partnership on coastal erosion from the communities’ 
perspective, the Coastal Erosion Task Force was convened at the Governor’s direction as a forum to 
facilitate discussion and to inform both short-term and long-term actions in the state. The following 
recommendations are intended to enhance the cooperative efforts of all parties and allow for the long-term 
resolution of coastal erosion issues and problems. 
 
Specific Recommendations 
 
1.) Beneficial Use of Dredged Materials (Sand): Sand is a resource that has historically been 

disposed of in a “least cost” fashion. The direct placement in the near shore system of sand 
derived from operation and maintenance dredging of navigation projects can restore much 
of the sand volume historically derived from the Columbia, allowing the beach/dune system 
to maintain and restore itself through largely natural processes. This would particularly 
benefit the erosion “hot spots” and could eliminate potential impact to crab fisheries and other 
natural resources resulting from disposal further offshore in deeper water, or over a wide area. 
Current US Army Corps of Engineers proposals could limit or eliminate the availability of 
dredged sand from the mouth of the Columbia for beneficial use on Washington’s ocean coast and 
should be modified to facilitate beneficial use. 

 
Onshore and near-shore placement of dredged sand has been an important and 
successful element of the erosion abatement strategy being implemented at 
Westport and at the State Route 105 protection project in the mouth of Willapa 
Bay.  

 
2.) Ongoing Scientific, Technical, and Policy Initiatives: The intensive study of coastal processes 

(Southwest Washington Coastal Erosion Study) began several years ago as a broad based 
scientific effort by the US Geological Survey and the Department of Ecology, along with other 
agency and academic partners. The coastal communities expected to be a full partner in the 
direction and execution of the study. They continue to be necessary as partners in order that the 
study ultimately inform community choices of potential courses of action to address problems 
associated with coastal erosion. 

 
New coastal policy, particularly to the extent that it will require modification to 
existing laws and regulations, should be developed through appropriate public 
and legislative processes. A continued coastal erosion task force may be a useful 
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venue for discussion of issues but will require substantial financial support to 
assure that local communities are full participants. 

 
 
3.) Analysis of Coastal/Coastline Stability: Studies undertaken to date by coastal communities 

in conjunction with the coastal erosion study indicate that much of the Washington coast is 
relatively stable. Along long stretches it continues to accrete. The severe erosion experienced in 
recent years seems to be associated with dynamics around existing navigation projects created by 
jetties, channel location, and removal of sand from the system. Further in-depth analysis is 
required at other “hot spot” locations, particularly the area immediately north of the North Jetty at 
the Columbia River to asses the eventual impact and to inform management practices including 
potential beneficial use of dredged sand. Community studies have formed a basis for actions to 
mitigate risk at Ocean Shores, Westport, and at the mouth of Willapa Bay. 

 
 
4.) Mitigation of Impacts of Past Interventions – Navigation Projects: Analysis undertaken by 

the communities indicates that projects to enhance navigation at major inlets along the 
Southwest Washington Coast have had significant impacts, causing or aggravating coastal 
erosion in the vicinity of the projects. These effects have not been readily apparent until 
recently, late in the life cycle of projects that are sometimes a century old. Many of these projects 
have provided large economic benefits to the entire region and continue to achieve their intended 
purposes. Only now with better modeling and understanding can we understand their wider 
impacts. With better knowledge we should now redesign or modify these structures to diminish or 
mitigate for their adverse effects. 

 
 
5.) Local Planning for Coastal Hazards: The existing structure of land use law and regulation in 

Washington places the primary responsibility for sound land use at the local government level. 
Any new regulatory scheme that would deny long standing expectations of land use and 
development must be clearly developed for the public good and firmly based on scientifically 
determined assessments of risk and impact. Where appropriate, mechanisms must be 
developed to offset or compensate for potential takings and losses to individuals and to the 
community tax base. 

 
 

Recommendations - State Funding Support 
 
All of the above will require state resources over the next biennium to augment the efforts of local 
communities if we are to solve our real problems and achieve a responsible partnership with state 
and federal agencies. While we are constantly reminded of “state-wide” interests, those are not in 
opposition to local interests. We are all different levels of government, working for the benefit of our 
citizens. Because of our size and our generally depressed economies, the coastal communities do not have 
the resources to fully meet our responsibilities on these issues without additional state resources. 
Significant local resources have been brought to the task and we have come together under an inter-local 
agreement to address our issues in common and to support each other in our separate initiatives.  
 
We have made a thoughtful and responsible request of our Governor and our Legislature for 
funding in both the current supplemental budget process and for the 1999-01 biennium budget. In 
recent years the study effort of state and federal agencies has been fully funded. The coastal communities 
have received state funding far below our requests and our demonstrated need. Even so, we have 
effectively leveraged the resources we have had, resulting in approximately $40 million of federal 
investment in coastal projects since 1994. As a result, we know that our communities were spared 
significant damage, particularly over the last two storm seasons. We also know that the state has recaptured 
its investment on coastal erosion many times over. But our efforts are not complete, there are still problems 
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to be solved. It remains that neither our communities, nor our state, will be served if we cannot obtain the 
resources needed to participate fully in the future of our coast. 
 
General Comments on the Task Force Report 
 
Coastal policy per se is implemented by various levels of government according to their 
responsibilities and according to the authorities provided by a foundation in law. The Task Force was 
comprised of numerous individuals who, to at least some extent, were self selected and brought many 
specific points of view and beliefs to the discussion of coastal issues. Some recommendations exceed the 
bounds of current law and must be considered in that light. While the announced goal of the Task 
Force process was to forge consensus, it remains illusive for several reasons. A common point of view 
suggests that coastal erosion wouldn’t be a problem if communities were not where they are; retreat and 
avoidance of risk were frequently proposed as preferable options. But our communities do exist and 
responsible problem-solving requires the broad analysis of a full range of options including intervention. 
Environmental concerns related to actions along the coast were a dominant topic of the Task Force 
discussion, though environmental protection alone does not achieve the responsible balancing of issues and 
interests of concern either to our coastal communities specifically or to the broader society as a whole. 
 
Communities must better understand the likelihood and magnitude of risks they face, with 
knowledge of uncertainty, costs and impacts. Coastal policy must address a potentially dynamic area 
with impacts that may occur in the short-term or long-term, impacts that may be ongoing and chronic, or 
episodic and catastrophic. Investments in mitigation and in community infrastructure must be made 
responsibly and costs must be shared equitably across society. Through the coastal erosion study, including 
the analyses undertaken specifically by the coastal communities, our understanding of these issues has 
become more informed in recent years.  
 
To date, the Southwest Washington Coastal Erosion Study has been driven as a purely scientific 
study, primarily by state and federal agencies, and somewhat detached from the immediate 
questions facing our communities. We are now in the latter stages of this intensive study of coastal 
processes affecting our coast. If our local communities can, even at this late date, cooperatively frame the 
questions that can be answered by a scientific study, we can still build the solid foundation needed to 
discuss and develop sound coastal policy. In short, our communities can seek their future. 
 
Some conflicts will remain political in nature and not amenable to resolution simply through a more 
detailed scientific understanding of processes. These conflicts are appropriately resolved through the 
conventional channels of public discourse and decision-making. It is doubtful any broad-based task force 
could resolve all levels of conflict over these issues, though ongoing discourse will clarify the 
understanding and interests of the many parties and lead to better public decisions. Science alone will not 
reveal a clear to coastal erosion problems, it provides a decision-making tool for community choices 
 
Some individuals instinctively feel the only proper response to any potential hazard is retreat and 
avoidance. In its most conservative, a coastal “set-back” sufficient to avoid all coastal hazards would 
eliminate the character of many communities, if not the communities themselves. The preservation of 
the coast is seen, on one level, as a wilderness issue, even though its natural state and functions are 
compromised by previous interventions such as the navigation projects, or by the introduction of non-
native vegetation. This point of view essentially dismisses the potential to mitigate the impacts of previous 
interventions, such as the navigation projects, that are now understood to cause specific problems. 
Examples include direct beach placement of sand or other beneficial use of dredged materials, or the 
redesign or rehabilitation of a jetty structure. 
  
It is important to note that permanent hard structures on the Washington coast are very rare; the 
cost and the current regulatory structure requires extraordinary rationale before any can be 
permitted. While some would prohibit hard structurs altogether, communities might favor specific 
interventions that can maintain community integrity but might alter the natural character of small, specific 
reaches of coastline. Mitigation of adverse impacts is, of course, essential. But, if we understand the 
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impacts of altering specific reaches of coastline within our communities, then whether to do so remains a 
broader political question. It may be informed by science, but the decision is appropriately political and 
existing regulatory decision-making processes recognize that. 
 
Policy direction under discussion would further limit the ability of private property owners to 
protect current structures and land uses at risk, or potentially at risk, from coastal erosion. Structural 
protection to preserve the integrity of existing land use remains among the most controversial issues 
discussed by the diverse parties on the Task Force. Lands that are currently zoned and platted to 
accommodate further improvement are considered as developed whether or not structures or improvements 
have been made. Investment decisions, tax valuations, and local government revenues rely upon the land 
use expectations established through current zoning and platting. Policy decisions that sacrifice current and 
potential land use will cause serious disruption to private and public finance. Absent clear and compelling 
justification, accompanied by fair compensation, denial of the ability to protect the value of at-risk 
properties can be a regulatory taking. 
   
Conclusion 
 
How the Task Force Report will be used in support of the current regulatory processes remains a 
great concern. Regulatory decisions may inappropriately rely on positions discussed in the Report that are 
outside the current regulatory structure and do not represent clear agreement. Situations have already 
developed where community proposals have been opposed by regulatory agency staff and by interest 
groups specifically because of language in early draft versions of a Task Force report, clearly before any 
consensus was achieved. In a broad sense, all issues under discussion remain “unresolved”. The report 
must be considered as interim; at its best it acknowledges the need for continued state investment in the 
understanding of our ocean coast. 
 
The development of coastal policy, particularly any policy that will require statutory and regulatory 
changes, or that requires significant changes to current local policy is purposely long and thoughtful. 
Still, communities must not be prevented from taking prudent actions in the near term to maintain a 
community’s integrity, based upon current understanding of coastal processes. With full partnership and 
focused efforts, our understanding of coastal processes and issues will evolve in the coming years, and so 
to should our coastal policies.  
 

(Signature page follows.) 
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